mining machine.  A large portion of the roof, about
100 feet long, 30 feet or more wide, and 10 feet or
less in thickness, fell and covered one bridge con-
veyor and part of the mining machine.  The Secre-
tary's investigation further revealed that entry and
cross-cut widths exceeded the allowable widths as
required by the roof control plan and that mining of
pillars (second mining) inby the accident area had
occurred.

The Secretary's allocation of penalties approp-
riately places the maximum penalty on those four
violations which were the greatest contributing
factors in the roof fall.  This allocation properly
requires full payment of the maximum civil penalty
proposed for these four roof-control and mining
method violations.  In these violations, Bon Trucking
was cited for not following the major provisions of
its approved roof-control plan and for practicing
raining methods which resulted in faulty pillar
recovery.  In a fifth violation, a $5,000 penalty is
assessed for the violation citing Bon Trucking for
mining pillars (second mining) when it did not
include procedures for such activity or supporting
the roof during second mining in the roof control
plan submitted for MSHA's approval.

Failure to provide supplementary roof support
materials and failure to conduct a pre-shift examina-
tion are violations cited which the Secretary also
has included in this settlement.  These violations,
in the Secretary's view, contributed to a substan-
tially lesser degree to the cause of the roof fall
but were issued during the investigation and are
discussed in the Secretary's report.  This lesser and
indirect relationship to the accident supports the
reduction of these proposals as indicated.  The
penalty proposal for the up-dated mine map violation
remains unchanged, since maps provided by the
operator at the time of the roof fall bore very
slight resemblance, to the actual mining structure
and conditions underground.  A higher penalty was not
proposed for this clear violation since, it too, was
not directly related to the cause of the roof fall.
The settlement amounts are consistent with what the
Secretary would expect had the cases been litigated.

All the violations in these proceedings were
very serious.

The Secretary maintains that these violations
involved negligence ranging from a high degree to
reckless disregard as described in the copies of the
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